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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claiml4 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 14 line 5, the word 
"ransom" ought to be "random." Also, claim 14 line 5 states "synchronizing the second random 
select signal to the first and select signal" "the first and select signal" is unclear. Perhaps, the 
applicant ought to delete the word "and." Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Claim 29 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 29 line 1, please 
delete "wherein the 25" from the preamble. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

5. Claim 12 recites the limitation "the first image" and "the second image" in line 2 of claim 
12. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1,7-8, 11, 15, 18-20, 25, and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S. C 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Tourai (US 6,784,887) in view of Hiroaki (US 6,661,425). 

With regard to claim 1 Tourai discloses a method for displaying an image only to an 
authorized user (display 102, col. 1 lines 55-58), comprising: generating a data image (image 
forming unit 103, and image generator 1003, col. 2 lines 43 and 48); generating a mask image 
(i.e., dummy image generator 1004 at col. 2 line 48), (wherein the mask image is a negation of 
the data image); selecting the data image or the mask image according to a select signal (col. 3 
lines 11-17, col. 5 lines 28-36); and sequentially displaying the selected images on a display 
device (displaying on the display area 102, col. 4 lines 19-30). 

Note that Tourai, does not expressly disclose the mask image as a negation of the data 
image. However, Tourai discloses the mask image (i.e., the dummy image) to be a mosaic 
pattern image or an edge extraction image. It would have been obvious matter of design choice 
to modify the Tourai's reference by having the mask image as a negation of the data image since 
applicant has not discloses that having the mask image as a negation of the data image solves any 
stated problem (specification on page 2 line 25 to page 3 lines 1-7) or is for any particular 
purpose (specification on page 1 line 9 to page 2 lines 1-2) and it appears that the 'dummy 
image' of Tourai would perform equally well with having a third party (i.e., unauthorized user) 
prevented from viewing the image data (as disclosed in Tourai: col. 6 lines 30-35). 

Nevertheless, Hiroaki discloses the mask image as a negation of the data image at col. 28 
lines 5-30. Tourai and Hiroaki are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, 
i.e., Image display/processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
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person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Hiroaki with Tourai. The 
motivation for doing so is to prevent the unauthorized user from viewing the image data. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hiroaki with Tourai to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 

With regard to claim 7 Hiroaki discloses a color image and the negation is done 
independently for each color channel of the color image (col. 28 lines 5-11). 

With regard to claim 8 Hiroaki discloses gamma-correcting each color channel at col. 14 
lines 31-36. 

With regard to claim 11 Tourai discloses select signal generated by a random generator 
(the select signal is randomly generating the image on the display unit until a third party (i.e., 
unauthorized user) is viewing the image, then the select signal make sure that the 'dummy' 
image is displayed). 

With regard to claim 15 Hiroaki discloses negating each pixel of the mask image (col. 28 
lines 5-30); and sequentially displaying the selected pixels on a display device (displays 122 and 
123, Figure 1). 

Claim 18 recites identical features as claim 11. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 1 1 is equally applicable to claim 18. 

With regard to claim 19 Hiroaki discloses a video images in video memory at col. 12 
lines 48-63 and each of these images are negated to produce corresponding mask images at col. 
28 lines 5-30. 

Claim 20 recites identical features as claim 1 except claim 20 is a method claim that has 
the mask image as a combination of the data image and a public image. Thus, arguments similar 
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to that presented above for claim 1 (see, the design choice arguments) is equally applicable to 
claim 20. 

Claim 25 recites identical features as claim 1 except claim 25 is an apparatus claim. 
Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 25. 
Note the apparatus in Tourai' s: Figures 1-2. 

With regard to claim 27 Tourai discloses the data and mask images (dummy images) 
selected periodically (col. 3 lines 1 1-37). 

Claim 28 recites identical features as claim 11. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 1 1 is equally applicable to claim 28. 

With regard to claim 29 Hiroaki discloses image including plurality of pixels and each 
pixel of the data image negated serially (col. 28 lines 5-30). 

8. Claims 2-5, 16, 23, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Tourai (US 6,784,887) in view of Hiroaki (US 6,661,425) as applied to claims 1, 7-8, 11, 
15, 18-20, 25, and 27-29 above, and further in view of Popovich (US 6,421,109). 

With regard to claim 2 Tourai (as modified by Hiroaki) discloses all of the claimed 
subject matter as already discussed above in claim 1 and the arguments are not repeated herein, 
but are incorporated by reference. Tourai or Hiroaki does not expressly disclose the shutter 
device as disclosed in claim 2. Popovich discloses opening/shutting the optical shutter device as 
disclosed at col. 19 lines 37-64. Tourai, Hiroaki, and Popovich are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, i.e., image displaying/processing. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of 
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Popovich with Tourai and Hiroaki. The motivation for doing so is to perceive resolution of a 
display device according to the privileges given to users. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Popovich with Tourai and Hiroaki to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 

With regard to claim 3 Popovich discloses ferro-electric liquid crystal polarization at col. 
19 lines 60-64. 

With regard to claims 4-5 It would have been obvious matter of design choice to modify 
any of the references above by having the displaying, the opening, and the shutting synchronized 
by a wire link/wireless since applicant has not discloses that having the displaying, the opening, 
and the shutting synchronized by a wire link/wireless solves any stated problem (specification on 
page 2 line 25 to page 3 lines 1-7) or is for any particular purpose (specification on page 1 line 9 
to page 2 lines 1-2). 

Claim 16 recites identical features as claim 2. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 16. 

Claim 23 recites identical features as claim 2. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 23. 

Claim 26 recites identical features as claim 2. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 26. 

9. Claims 10, 17, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tourai (US 6,784,887) in view of Hiroaki (US 6,661,425) as applied to claims iml, 7-8, 11, 15, 
18-20, 25, and 27-29 above, and further in view of Ogawa (US 6,018,331). 

With regard to claim 10 Tourai (as modified by Hiroaki) discloses all of the claimed 
subject matter as already discussed above in claim 1 and the arguments are not repeated herein, 
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but are incorporated by reference. Tourai or Hiroaki does not expressly alternately selecting the 
data and mask images according to clock cycles as claimed in claim 10. Ogawa discloses 
selecting the images according to the clock cycles as disclosed at col. 4 lines 19-29. Tourai, 
Hiroaki, and Ogawa are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e., 
image displaying/processing. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Ogawa with Tourai and Hiroaki. 
The motivation for doing so is to have sufficient time to write to the display area the image being 
selected as suggested by Ogawa at col. 3 lines 29-47. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Ogawa with Tourai and Hiroaki to obtain the invention as specified in claim 10. 

Claim 17 recites identical features as claim 10. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 10 is equally applicable to claim 17. 

Claim 24 recites identical features as claim 10. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 10 is equally applicable to claim 24. 

10. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tourai (US 
6,784,887) in view of Hiroaki (US 6,661,425) as applied to claims 1,7-8, 11, 15, 18-20,25, and 
27-29 above, and further in view of Popovich (US 6,421,109) as applied to claims 2-5, 16, 23, 
and 26 above, and further in view of Ogawa (US 6,018,331). 

Claim 17 recites identical features as claim 10. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claim 10 is equally applicable to claim 17. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

11. Claims 6, 9, and 21-22 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

The closest prior art to Tourai, Hiroaki, Popovich, and Ogawa are directed to a method 
for displaying an image as disclosed in independent claims 1, 20, and 25. 

However, the closest prior art fails to disclose anything about the synchronization 
according to a phase of the select signal as disclosed in claim 6; and, each input pixel of each 
color image has an intensity in a range from 0 to 255, and each output pixel is determined by: 
output = 255((input 1 25S) Vy ) + 0.5 as disclosed in claim 9. Further, the closest prior art fails to 
disclose the random generator operating according to an internal seed value and a real-time 
supplied value as disclosed in claim 13; and, the data image P is scaled and off-set according to 
a P+A, where a and A are first scaling and -offset parameters, and wherein a secret image is 
scaled and off-set according to fi and B, where and B are second scaling and -offset 
parameters, and wherein the combining adds the scaled and off-set data and secret images to 
produce the mask image as disclosed in claim 21. It is for these reasons in combination with all 
the other elements of the claim that claims 6, 9, 13, and 21 would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitation of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Claim 22 depends on claim 21 and is allowable for the same reason as claim 2 1 . 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. US 6,128,049; US 5,629,984; US 5,583,674; US 5,063,602. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shefali D Patel whose telephone number is 703-306-4182. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am - 5:00pm (First Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo H Boudreau can be reached on 703-305-4706. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Shefali D Patel 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2621 



September 27, 2004 



